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REMARKS 

Claims 1-24 are pending in this application and claim 1-24 are rejected. 
Applicants have amended claims 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, and 21. The Applicants believe that the 
present patent application is now in condition for allowance. Applicants believe that no 
new matter has been added by any of the amendments contai ned in this response. 

Response to Claim Objections 

The Examiner objected to claims 1 and 9 for informalities. Applicants have 
amended claims 1 and 9 to correct any informalities identified by the Examiner. 
Therefore, Applicants believe that claims 1 and 9 are now in condition for allowance. 

Response to the 35 U.S.C, §102 Rejection 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 5, 6, 9, 13, 14, 17, 21, and 22, under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by Norman et al. (US 6,282,231 Bl, hereafter the '231 
patent). The 4 23 1 patent teaches and describes identifying cross-correlated signals. 
That is are two or more signals where each signal has an associated PN code. The 
crosscorrelator is only looking at CDMA signals that match predetermined PN codes 
loaded into the crosscorrelator. This is opposed to a carrier v/ave jamming signal that is 
not being matched to a predefined PN code. The Applicants explain on page 13, 
paragraph 79 of the specification that the crosscorrelator employs all ones for a PRN 
code. This is a fixed code when in the carrier wave mode of operation. 
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Applicants have amended independent claims 1, 9 and 17 to more distinctly show 
that the crosscorrelator changes to a different mode of operation to detect the carrier wave 
jamming signals and that a fixed code is used in this mode of operation. The different 
mode of operation is supported in the specification on page 13, paragraph 79. The '231 
patent fails to teach or describe this other mode of operation of the crosscorrelator. Thus, 
claims 1, 9 and 17 are in condition for allowance along with all the claims that depend 
from the independent claims 1, 9 and 17. 

Response to the 35 U.S.C §103 Rejection 

The Examiner rejected claims 2-4, 10-12 and 18-20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Norman et al (the '23 1 patent) in view of Heinzl et al (US 
2002/001241 1, here after the '41 1 publication). As explained above, the '231 patent fails 
to teach or describe a separate crosscorrelator mode for identifying carrier wave jamming 
signals. Further, the '41 1 publication also fails to describe a separate crosscorrelator 
mode for identifying carrier wave jamming signals. Thus, the combination of the 
references fails to teach or describe all the elements of the in dependent claims and the 
claims that depend from the independent claims. 

Therefore, claims 2-4, 10-12 and 18-20 are in condition for allowance. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing remarks and amendments, Applicants respectfully submit 
that that claims 1-24 as presented are in a condition for allowance, for which action is 
earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Attorney 

Gregory B. Gulliver, Reg. 44,138 

Phone: (847)282-3551 
Fax: (847) 574-8035 

The Eclipse Group, LLP 

100 Tri-State International, Suite 128 

Lincolnshire, IL 60069 
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